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Children, Young People and their Social and Spatial Citizenship Rights. 
 
Abstract 
 
The use of public space by children and young people is a contentious issue in a 
number of developed and developing countries and a range of measures are 
frequently deployed to control the public space which usually deny the rights of 
children and young people to claim the space for their use. 
 
Child and youth curfews, oppressive camera surveillance and the unwarranted 
attentions of police and private security personnel as control measures in public 
space undermine attempts to secure greater participation by children and young 
people in constructing positive strategies to address concerns that impact on 
them and others in a local area. Evidence from research in Scotland undertaken 
by Article 12 (2000) suggests that young people felt strongly that they did not 
count in local community matters and decision making and the imposition on 
them of a curfew by the adult world of the local area created resentment both at 
the harshness of the measure and disappointment at an opportunity lost to be 
consulted and involved in dealing with perceived problems of the locality.  
 
This is an important cluster of linked issues as Brown (1998:116) argues that 
young people are ‘selectively constructed as “problem” and “other” with their 
concerns marginalised, their lifestyles problematised and their voices subdued’, 
and this flows into their use of public space as their claims to its use as an 
aspect of social citizenship are usually cast as inferior or rejected as they ‘stand 
outside the formal polity’ as ‘non persons’. This has major implications for the 
ways in which young people view their position in a community as many report a 
feeling of not being wanted, valued or tolerated. 
 
The ‘youth question’ according to Davis (1990) acts as a form of ‘screen’ on 
which observers and analysts project hopes and fears about the state of society, 
while in the view of Loader (1996:89) the ‘question of young people’ sits within a 
discourse comprising two elements, the one being youth, particularly young 
males, as the ‘harbinger of often unwelcome social change and threat’ and the 
other element ‘constructs young people as vulnerable’. This discourse of threat is 
further exemplified in the separation of children from teenagers as Valentine 
(1996) suggests, the treatment of younger children using public space is often 
dramatically different to that of older children and the most feared stage of all, 
'youth' 
 
 
Introduction 
 
This paper will explore these issues and suggest ways forward in developing 
child and youth friendly policy and practice. A key proposition is that public space 
is and has since urbanisation been a contested reality and concept and that a 
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range of users of public space exist and have different levels of access to and 
occupation of public space depending on their power and social and citizenship 
status. For Cunneen (2001:182), public space bears the imprint of the dominant 
order and this contested space also acts as a key site of resistance by 
subordinate groups. He refers to a ‘spatial politics’ wherein Indigenous people 
are constructed as a criminal and ‘untidy’ group to be removed where possible 
from public spaces and places of their choosing. There are important points for 
non-Indigenous people here also in terms of being judged as not consuming 
goods and services in an appropriate manner or simply being as Norris and 
Armstrong (1998:142) note, ‘out of time and out of place’.  
 
The position of young people is one largely of constrained rights, where they 
frequently find themselves as the inferior party in respect of any disputes within 
local communities over rights to use and occupy public space which adults 
presume to exercise as a clear citizenship right (Loader 1995). The extent to 
which it may be held that a form of ‘spatial citizenship’ is important to young 
people and a necessary element of becoming ‘satisfactory’ citizens in the 
broadest sense as suggested by Jacobs (1965), is lightly touched on here and 
will be developed further in this study. 
 
Models of spatial inclusion of young people exist throughout Australia and the 
work of Tyler et al (1998) and Crane and Heywood (1998) form significant steps 
in the overall project of stimulating the creation of ‘youth friendly’ public spaces 
wherever possible. Models of more encompassing and complex inclusion in 
terms of vital participation in local decision making are difficult to arrive at but are 
central to a full sense of social citizenship for young people that is spatial but 
also, social, civil and political. Tyler et al (1998) note the value of the various 
provisions of the 1989 United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child in 
giving substance to the rights of young people to use public space and to 
participate in decisions making.  
 
In this sense, youth curfews, oppressive camera surveillance and the 
unwarranted attentions of police and private security personnel as control 
measures in public space undermine attempts to secure greater participation by 
young people in constructing positive strategies to address concerns that impact 
on them and others in a local area. Evidence from research in Scotland 
undertaken by Article 12 (2000) and Waiton (2001) suggests that young people 
felt strongly that they did not count in local community matters and decision 
making and the imposition on them of a curfew by the adult world of the local 
area created resentment both at the harshness of the measure and 
disappointment at an opportunity lost to be consulted and involved in dealing 
with the perceived problems of the locality. The work of Measor and Squires 
(2000) echoes these findings in a different part of the U.K. but with strikingly 
similar problems in communication and understanding between young people 
and the local community. This study looks forward to the further investigation of 
these and other relevant issues around the thesis topic. 
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Citizenship and Young People 
 
The severe reductions in welfare benefits to young people in Britain in the 1980s 
signalled a major erosion of their already ambiguous rights and status and 
prompted work in defence of their position partly through the ‘rediscovery’ of 
Marshall’s analysis of citizenship, particularly social citizenship (Jones 1996).                                                  
 
Marshall’s work originates in and reflects the concerns of the era of post war 
social reconstruction and the creation of political institutions pledged to secure 
European unity. The signing of the Charter of the United Nations on 26 June 
1948, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights on 10 December 1948 and The 
Declaration of the Rights of the Child proclaimed on 20 November 1959 (ratified 
as the 1989  Convention and in force in Australia from 16 January 1991), are 
significant milestones in the expression and pursuit of universal human rights 
(Rees and Wright 2000). This work is ongoing particularly in the case of young 
people (aged 15-25) in the member states of the European Union, where The 
Youth Forum of the E.U. is active in lobbying for a Charter of Citizen’s Rights 
which includes ‘binding and specific youth rights’, meshing closely with the 1989 
U.N. Convention on the Rights of the Child (Youth Forum of the E.U.1996:42). 
 
The work of Bynner (1997), Haines and Drakeford (1998), Dean (1997), Cohen 
(1997), Williamson (1985, 1993, 1995, 1997), Lister (1998) and other theorists of 
citizenship and young people, demonstrates a substantial scholarship and the 
revisiting of Marshall’s paradigm identifies continuing relevance as well as 
deficits within civil, political and social citizenship relating to women, children and 
young people. Marshall’s framework does not address young people directly and 
France (1996) acknowledges that a deal of ‘bricolage’ is needed to accomplish 
the  interrogation and understanding of young people’s lived experience of 
citizenship.  
 
For many young people, citizenship is experienced in a diminished form as 
‘social citizenship by proxy’, obtained through other family breadwinners (Jones 
and Wallace 1992:65) and their social citizenship is ‘deferred’ until gaining 
‘adulthood’ which is itself a period of elongated economic dependency marked 
by the complex and uneven accretion of rights and duties (Jones 1996). 
 
The issue of sustainability is a key question for Barbalet (1996) in suggesting 
that Marshallian notions of citizenship are predicated on the assumption of 
unlimited resources with which to construct the post war political, economic and 
social order. In this way, a key omission may be said to be that of ‘green 
citizenship’ in the lack of provision for the safeguarding of finite physical 
resources for future generations through the limitation of need satisfaction of 
current generations. This argument may be countered to an extent by pointing to 
Marshall’s hope that the welfare state would perform equalizing and wealth 
redistribution functions within society. 
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Further omissions are identified by Mouffe (1993) and Lister (1998) in arguing for 
the retention of universal civil, political and social rights as set out by Marshall 
alongside and in a ‘creative tension ‘ with a contemporary recognition of cultural 
and ethnic diversity and difference. Lister seeks to increase the inclusionary 
potential of citizenship while acknowledging its ‘power as a force for exclusion’. 
To this end she suggests a refurbishment of Marshall’s concept of social 
citizenship to take account of ‘multiple citizenships and identities’ (Lister 
1999:42).  
 
A key to understanding Marshall’s framework is according to Jayasuriya (1996) 
the connection between citizenship and community, for as Marshall himself 
observes, the status of citizenship brings with it ‘full membership of a community 
where membership entails participation by individuals in the determination of the 
conditions of their association’ (1977:70). It is argued by Dahrendorf (1975) that 
what really counts when considering citizenship is what people do and the extent 
and quality of their participation in community life. Sandel (1984) locates the 
issue of participation within a communitarian rationale which seeks to transcend 
the pursuit of individual claims on the state in place of welfare as a collective 
good. 
 
The perception by young people that they are excluded from participation in 
community life and decision making is considered by Measor and Squires (2000) 
in their study of young people ‘congregating’ in public space in Brighton in the 
U.K. and also by Brown who (1998:116) argues that young people are 
‘selectively constructed as “problem” and “other” with their concerns 
marginalised, their lifestyles problematised and their voices subdued’, and this 
flows into their use of public space as their claims to it as citizens are usually 
cast as inferior or rejected as they ‘stand outside the formal polity’ as ‘non 
persons’. This has major,complex implications for the ways in which young 
people view their position in a community as many report a feeling of not being 
wanted, valued or tolerated (Article 12 1998). 
 
Measor and Squires (2000) point to a central concern posited by young people in 
their study of public space use in neighbourhoods in Brighton, over a lack of 
consultation with them over community matters, infrastructure and 
developments. The young people reported a demonstrable sense of 
marginalisation and exclusion from community life as Measor and Squires 
(2000:256) comment ‘All too often young people were talked about, typically they 
were talked about as a problem. Rather less often they were talked to, still less 
did they appear to be listened to’. 
 
These issues will be returned to in the course of this study and are central to the 
application of Marshall’s paradigm of social, political and civil citizenship and the 
way young people view their status in their local community and beyond. Due in 
part to the efforts of The New Right in Britain and its resonances elsewhere in 
seeking to dismantle the welfare state a new interest in Marshall’s work has 
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emerged because (criticisms of his formulation not withstanding), ‘it provides a 
defensible justification of welfare and the welfare state’ (Jayasuriya1996: 24). 
 
The revisiting of Marshall’s paradigm reflects according to Tilly (1995) 
widespread concern at the dismantling in a number of Western countries of 
fundamental social welfare entitlements and the desire to (re) evaluate 
citizenship in these new times.    
 
Access to welfare provision is tied centrally to Marshall’s concept of citizenship 
and a number of writers observe the challenge to universalist welfare 
assumptions in the Thatcher and Major governments in the U.K. in the 1980s 
and 1990s. The key shift is according to Haines and Drakeford (1998) away from 
any genuine sense of collectivity and rights, towards the (re) construction of 
citizenship whereby the state retreats where possible from the guaranteeing and 
distribution of benefits in favour of residual mechanisms deployed through 
charitable agencies and organizations. A case study in point is the example of 
the U.K. school leaver in the 1960s with a strong connection to older workers 
and with little differentiation drawn by the state between the citizen at the age of 
18, 28 or 38. By 1996, according to Haines and Drakeford (1998:11) this position 
had been entirely and perhaps irrevocably reversed. This is also confirmed as 
largely true of the Australian experience by Tomlinson (1996) and Bessant and 
Cook (1998). 
 
Youth citizenship and the issues, tensions and debates that attend it are 
prominent in Britain, Europe and Australia and provide a considerable harvest of 
material for discerning and critical selection. While this study is not comparative 
in design or scope, it is nevertheless relevant to consider resource material 
worldwide, where they provide insights of benefit. 
 
In Britain the Labour government concerned with reducing social exclusion, 
formed in 1998 the Social Exclusion Unit in part to make initiatives in this area 
according to Prime Minister Blair more ‘joined-up’ (Blair 1997). The antecedence 
to this is noted by Barbalet (1996) as emerging in the late 1980s with the 
deliberations of The (U.K.) Speaker’s Commission on Citizenship, concerned 
with the meanings of citizenship, obstacles to its progress and ways to enhance 
it. The commission’s findings informed school curriculum developments around 
the promotion of education for active citizenship for young people to restore 
responsible behaviour. 
 
The Athenian legacy is according to Jeffs (2001) influential in the education and 
background of those who would work with young people in the difficult years 
after WW1 and WW2 and beyond. This took the form in schools and youth clubs 
of civic education in member’s committee structures and discussion forums. This 
was mirrored in the ‘adult’ world in the ‘Brains Trust’ where so-called (and usually 
male) experts would expound on the political, social and economic issues of post 
war reconstruction. He describes the waxing and waning of official interest in 
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education for citizenship in England during this period. A particular pressure 
point emerges in the 1930s in and around the Royal abdication crisis and the 
crises of mass unemployment and impending war.  
 
A program of political education was put in place for forces personnel ‘extolling 
the virtues of democracy’ and youth groups were expected to prepare members 
for greater participation in national life. The 1940s and 1950s saw a wave of 
activity in the form of Youth Councils which acted as Junior Parliaments, 
debating the social issues of the day. A decline in formal ‘approved’ youth citizen 
activity paralleled the growth in ‘radical’ political activity in the 1960s, while the 
1970s and 1980s saw the official disapproval of young people’s political activity 
and awareness and the 1988 Education Act withdrew politics and citizenship 
from the newly enacted national curriculum (Jeffs 2001:17).   
 
The ‘new’ appeal of citizenship for actors on both the right and left factions of 
politics through the 1990s is seen by Barbalet (1996) as a means to revive 
notions of community and political and social participation. Storrie (1995) notes 
that even as material with the potential to raise consciousness of social 
inequalities was being expunged from the formal teaching curriculum, it was 
shortly to be replaced in the early 1990s by the newly constructed notion of 
‘active citizenship’ apparently invented by the Conservative government. The 
aims of active citizenship centred almost entirely on service by young people to 
other citizens in acts of volunteering. 
 
Strands of continuity exist here in the then opposition Labour party’s proposal for 
a ‘Citizen’s Service’ for those aged 16-25 where volunteers might receive credits 
towards further learning programs. Once in power, New Labour quickly 
reinstated citizenship education in schools with the key tenets being about 
participation in democracy, responsibilities and rights of citizens and the 
importance of community activity (DES 1997). A component within the Learning 
Age program aimed at the ‘creation of civilized society’, citizenship education to 
promote ‘active citizenship’ has been placed on the high school curriculum 
starting in 2002 (Blunkett 1998). 
 
Critiques of the quality of the active citizenship on offer vary, but Jeffs (2001) 
notes that the poor are increasingly compelled to ‘volunteer’ for community 
participation programs tied to benefit payments while young people get the active 
citizenship message at school and through youth organisations. In part to 
evaluate citizenship education and allied initiatives, The Economic and Social 
Research Council funded 17 research projects on the theme of Youth, 
Citizenship and Social Change’ from 1998-2002 and the research findings will be 
drawn on for this study (ESRC 1998). 
 
In Europe, The Council of Europe, European Union and United Nations 
Development Program are active across the whole of the continent in a range of 
youth citizenship educational and developmental measures. For example, The 
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Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) has been working 
with young refugees on issues of civil and political rights and participation in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina and this source material offers stimulating perspectives 
on social citizenship work and the challenges faced (OSCE 2001). The issue of 
citizenship in the European context has been gaining prominence in recent years 
according to Rea (1995:179) due to ‘a dislocation in the interaction between the 
state and its citizens’. The insertion of the concept of citizenship of the European 
Union into the Treaty of Maastricht for the first time is a response to this 
perceived problem in the face of increasing numbers of refugees and asylum 
seekers as aspiring E.U. citizens located within and close to the continent of 
Europe.  
 
In Australia, broadly similar concerns to those in Britain and Europe have led to 
attention to youth citizenship issues over a number of years according to Irving et 
al (1995), while Barbalet (1996) notes government initiatives in 1994 around the 
‘Australian Citizenship-Welcome to our Family’ campaign to persuade 
permanent residents to apply for citizenship. Linked to this campaign was the 
promotion of ‘pride in Australian citizenship’ alongside the 1994 Joint 
Parliamentary Committee on Migration report calling for the reenergizing of the 
citizenship idea via education for citizenship in schools and for migrants, annual 
citizenship events, the 1997 Discovering Democracy programme and Year of 
Australian Citizenship in 1999. 
 
The 1995 Senate Discussion Paper on a System of National Citizenship 
Indicators considers the complexity of the concept of citizenship in noting that it 
is not readily reducible to the formal legal status of Australian citizenship or rules 
and laws that govern this status (NYARS 2000). Hudson and Kane (2000) note 
the importance of Marshall’s thinking on citizenship to post war Australian 
developments in this vein and the current need to reconstruct a coherent theory 
of Australian citizenship.  
 
In 2002 youth citizenship is a priority area for the National Youth Affairs 
Research Scheme, following its report in 2000, entitled ‘Changing social and 
legal frameworks for young Australians-A new social contract’ (NYARS 2000). 
 
The report argues that young people’s experience of citizenship is ‘constrained’ 
due to the extent to which full enjoyment of the status of citizenship is tied to paid 
employment. With the collapse of the Australian youth labour market beginning 
in the mid 1970s it is argued that young people are accordingly firmly and 
severely disadvantaged (Bessant and Cook 1998). The NYARS 2000 report calls 
for a more expansive concept of citizenship that is not reliant on participation in 
the formal labour market and which alongside the burdens of ‘mutual obligation’ 
guarantees the reciprocal contribution of institutions and government in the form 
of social, educational and welfare provision. It is noted by NYARS that in the 
1990s a new form of social contract was imposed on the relationship between 
young people and the state, marking a major shift away from any potential for a 
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Marshallian notion of an expansive and supportive social citizenship, towards 
mutual obligation (2000): 
 
The philosophy of the new contract is: self reliance; self provision; 
responsibility for self for family and for community; an expectation that 
social services are, increasingly, purchased; that the state is less likely to 
intervene to support individuals and families except literally as a safety 
net; and that individuals are expected to give something back – to 
reciprocate – to the government and community that supports them 
(p.83). 
 
The move to the individualization of the citizen and reducing welfare provision 
while key tenets within New Right thinking in the 1980s and 1990s, also helped 
to create the conditions whereby the overarching discourse of personal risk and 
responsibility has become the major and contemporary theme for governments 
of differing political persuasions. The increasing ‘responsibilisation’ of individual 
adults and young people is according to Rose (2000) a case of the acceptance 
of responsibility for personal actions across a wide range of fields of social and 
economic activity, in choice of diet, savings and pension arrangements, sexual 
partners, health care decisions and choices, home security measures, personal 
investment choices and employment and welfare claims and aspirations. 
 
The Urban 
 
Urbanisation gave rise to new forms of public and private space and in both 
Britain and Europe attempts were made by the authorities to formalise and 
control activity in the streets of cities and towns in order to facilitate increased 
trade and also to sweep away the unregulated economic and leisure activities of 
the poor and their potential for civil and political unrest and protest riots. Fear of 
disease, crime and civil unrest dominated discourses of law and order around 
the need for greater control of the ‘undesirable hordes’ in the form of street 
beggars, the Irish and children and young people as street ‘urchins’ (Muncie 
1997). Transportation for life to Australia for children aged seven and upwards 
was a ‘merciful’ dispensation for crimes of theft and a range of other ‘offences’ of 
poverty that could otherwise receive capital punishment and a significant number 
of child convicts sailed to Australia as prisoners on the First Fleet (Holden 1999). 
 
From 1830 urban public space began to be planned at a local level and this 
emerging civic control of spaces in the form of streets, alleys and common land 
is argued by Finch (1999) to favour the middle and upper class desire for 
shopping and promenading without the hitherto helter skelter of production of 
goods, football games and potential political unrest. 
 
The formation of the London Metropolitan Police on 29 September 1829 
presaged a torrent of legislation aimed at criminalizing a cluster of street 
activities which had passed for normal street life in London and elsewhere such 
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as football, gambling and play and a range of new street offences aimed at 
restricting the visibility and presence of poor young people on city streets was 
also enacted (Muncie 1997). 
 
The mobilisation of the image of young people as an object of ‘respectable fears’ 
(Pearson 1983) has been prominent since the onset of industrialisation and is 
imbued with a mix of fear and authoritarian responses to a perceived threat. A 
key stage in this dramaturgic process is the apparent ‘rediscovery’ of young 
people and adolescence following the Second World War (Hebdige 1988). 
 
The ‘youth question’ according to Davis (1990) acts as a form of ‘screen’ on 
which observers and analysts project hopes and fears about the state of society, 
while in the view of Loader (1996:89) the ‘question of young people’ sits within a 
discourse comprising two elements, the one being youth, particularly young 
males, as the ‘harbinger of often unwelcome social change and threat’ and the 
other element ‘constructs young people as vulnerable’. This discourse of threat is 
further exemplified in the separation of children from teenagers as Valentine 
(1996) notes: 
 
While adults treat younger children in public spaces as innocent, 
endearing yet sometimes exasperating incompetents, they treat older 
children as unengaging and frightfully undisciplined rogues. Among other 
things, the very violation of public etiquette that adults often find amusing 
when committed by younger children are treated as dangerous moral 
failings when the transgressor is a few years older (132). 
 
A major discourse in the policing of young Indigenous people according to 
Cunneen (2001) is the alleged threat they pose as Aboriginal people to ‘orderly’ 
community life and this frequently forms a legitimation for both over policing and 
under policing strategies. He points to the contested nature of public space for 
Indigenous people as a racial and gendered reality within a ‘spatial politics’ 
emanating from colonisation. In terms of over policing, measures such as youth 
specific curfews and ‘move on’ powers are particularly significant in controlling 
both Indigenous and non-Indigenous young people’s access to public space. 
Curfews have existed as a military strategy to exert control over subject civilian 
populations since the middle ages and in the contemporary sense are frequently 
masked as ‘child safety initiatives’ as in Glasgow according to Waiton (2001) and 
as ‘Operation Sweep/Family Values’ in Perth according to Sercombe (1998).  
 
Their effect is usually oppressive, highly discriminatory and counter productive in 
terms of crime reduction and facilitating better community relations, according to 
White (1999) in noting the racial overtones of a proposed 10pm curfew for under 
16 year olds in Port Augusta, South Australia. Sercombe (1998) also notes the 
long history in Australia of the prohibition of movement of Indigenous people as 
racially based curfews. The American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) observes the 
expensive and often contradictory nature of day and night time curfews for young 
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people in terms of their harassment when undertaking employment or attending 
local youth centres and night classes and in some states, increases rather than 
reductions in juvenile crime rates. Some important judicial decisions at Federal 
Supreme Court level have reaffirmed the constitutional rights of young people in 
using public space in overturning curfew orders but these decisions themselves  
are subject to appeals and reversals (ACLU 1997).  
 
Public Space and Young People 
   
Work on public space and young people has developed over the course of some 
fifteen years with the text by Rob White ‘No Space of Their Own-Young People 
and Social Control in Australia’ in 1990 occupying an important position in 
articulating an emerging discourse generated by academics and practitioners 
with young people around their use of public space. He argues that working 
class young people frequently find themselves propelled from the private sphere 
of the family home onto the streets, to search for a space to call their own. 
Through being on the streets, young people come into contact with the police 
and this interface is a critical feature in their lives typified by a disproportionate 
amount of police attention and frequent intimidation directed towards them 
(White 1990). This signal contribution to scholarship on young people and public 
space forms a key early text written from a broad sociology of youth perspective, 
rather than from an urban planning-sociology or deviance perspective both of 
which have tended historically to pathologise and negatively label young people 
in terms of youth gangs, young criminals or aggressive male behaviour 
(Blackman 1995).   
 
An important omission in ‘No Space of Their Own’ is the concentration on the 
economic marginalisation of young people without a substantial engagement on 
the issue of what constitutes public space. This is a recurring feature in other 
work on young people and public space as identified by Crane and Dee (2001) in 
calling for a constructively critical engagement with social planning and other 
discourses in order to encompass youth research and young people’s rights to 
public space. 
 
The ongoing youth and public space scholarship in the form of conference 
papers, journal articles and the ‘Yspace’ web site, confirms the desire of 
contemporary analysts of youth and public space to become more rigorous and 
sophisticated in their theorising and more expansive at the applied level in 
drawing on a range of influences with which to better inform and develop their 
scholarship and practice.  
 
Examples of potentially productive and relevant ‘classical’ analyses of urban 
public space with which to build a rapprochement are Jacobs (1965:41) in 
discussing the ‘daily life of the urban streets’ and how full social participation is 
essential to the successful transition by young people to adulthood. She further 
talks of ‘sidewalk contacts’ made possible by the provision of comfortable seating 
 11 
and peaceful rest areas as ‘the small change from which a city’s wealth of public 
life may grow’. 
 
Writing about the late 1960s and remarking on the drive for urban conformity 
discernable in a number of American cities, Sennett (1976:143) agues that 
homogeneity should be resisted and diversity and difference encouraged 
because in his words the daily experience of public space ‘…should be gritty and 
disturbing rather than pleasant’. This is arguably an early plea for tolerance and 
diversity in public space echoed some years later by Sercombe (2000) in an 
address to a local government conference where he describes young people as 
major if usually unacknowledged stakeholders in public space and argues that 
spaces that exclude young people lack vibrancy and suffer accordingly without 
their active inclusion.  
 
Simmel, a contemporary of Durkheim and Tonnies is regarded as a major 
contributor to the sociology of urban space (Byrne 2001, Kasinitz, 1995) and in 
‘The Metropolis and Mental Life’ (in Wolff, K. 1964), he discusses the effects of 
urban life on the mental health of city dwellers and the personal freedoms 
entailed alongside the isolation experienced by those without personal support 
structures. 
 
The dynamic of industrial urbanisation is ongoing with major transformative 
changes taking place in the last quarter century (Byrne 2001). These changes 
include human migration, global networking, new urban developments and 
transitions to post industrial economic systems. These and other developments 
pose new opportunities for employment and enhanced lifestyles for some and 
major challenges for others. Davis (1995) comments on urban spaces in Los 
Angeles and elsewhere reflecting an overt destruction of ‘working class space’ in 
favour of the social, physical and ideological construction of urban residents as 
homogenous middle class consumers. 
 
The theme of public space as under threat of destruction is highlighted in a 
number of important texts with implications for and important connections with 
this paper. 
 
The ‘grand dichotomy of public and private space’ is explored by Weintraub 
(1995) and he suggests that they are fluid, not fixed categories although as 
social constructions they pose as distinct entities, yet their meaning changes 
over time with public space becoming increasingly privatised, corporatised and 
exclusionary. 
 
The form and meaning of public space is not 'fixed' despite being an outcome of 
the built environment and both form and meaning are socially as well as 
physically constructed, according to Semsroth (2000). Public and private spaces 
are spheres which are increasingly blurred rather than distinct spaces and what 
is required are ways of articulating the concept of public space that define it by 
 12 
the multitude and nature of the social relationships configured. He considers 
public space to be under threat of destruction from a range of anti-democratic 
force defining public space as a commodity and in the narrow terms of 
conspicuous consumption. 
 
This methodology is broadly in line with that employed by Tyler et al (1998) in 
Darwin City and also Measor and Squires (2000) in Brighton in the U.K. on a not 
dissimilar theme, researching young people ‘congregating’ in public spaces and 
the community safety and youth rights issues and tensions identified. The key 
issues to be tackled revolve around the interrelation between young people, 
public space and citizenship and factors which facilitate or limit the use of public 
space as a tangible manifestation of social citizenship. These questions also 
relate to the overall aims of the study in terms of the use of public space by 
young people and the nature of this lived experience in all of its positive and 
negative aspects. This might include personal accounts of feeling unwelcome in 
shopping malls and public spaces or conversely having encountered ‘youth 
friendly’ public space projects and environments as discussed in Heywood and 
Crane (1998) and Crane (1999). The issue of citizenship will be broached in 
seeking young people’s perceptions of what this is as a general concept and in 
relation to involvements in local community affairs and events and the possible 
sense in which their use of public space may be experienced as an expression of 
social citizenship, with both the inclusionary potential and the exclusionary 
barriers thus entailed. 
 
This is an important cluster of linked issues that are likely to be of direct 
relevance to the study. Brown (1998:116) argues that young people are 
‘selectively constructed as “problem” and “other” with their concerns 
marginalised, their lifestyles problematised and their voices subdued’, and this 
flows into their use of public space as their claims to its use as an aspect of 
citizenship are usually cast as inferior or rejected as they ‘stand outside the 
formal polity’ as ‘non persons’. 
 
This has major implications for the ways in which young people view their 
position in a community as many report a feeling of not being wanted, valued or 
tolerated. Measor and Squires (2000) point to a central concern posited by 
young people in their study of public space use in neighbourhoods in Brighton, 
over a lack of consultation with them over community matters, infrastructure and 
developments. The young people reported a demonstrable sense of 
marginalisation and exclusion from community life as Measor and Squires 
(2000:256) comment ‘All too often young people were talked about, typically they 
were talked about as a problem. Rather less often they were talked to, still less 
did they appear to be listened to’ and it may be further construed from this, 
young people are seldom talked with.  
 
For orderly consumption to proceed an aesthetic regulation of those who do not 
appear to fit well with this project works according to Cunneen (2001:184), to 
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exclude Indigenous people in particular from public spaces where tourists might 
visit. He cites the example of a town in New South Wales where public seating in 
the main street was removed because the mainly Indigenous people using the 
seats were regarded as ‘untidy’. Cunneen gives further examples of  treatments 
rendering Indigenous people as ‘not the public, as non-citizens’, to be ‘moved 
on’.  
 
Four analytical models of public space it is suggested by Iveson (1998:85) are 
discernable in literature spanning a range of disciplines and are briefly 
considered. The ceremonial model depicts grand spaces for the celebration of 
major events in the life of 'nation, state or city'. This space heralds a significant 
investment by the state in the infrastructure of civic pride of place but also marks 
a tension between the state and market as many events have to cover costs or 
realise a net profit.  
 
The community model suggests that the 'publicness' of public space is 
determined not by state ownership but by the extent to which community is 
fostered or accommodated through urban design. Urban design (in this context) 
takes upon itself the mantle of social engineering in order to improve social lives 
and social conditions but critical questions remain as to the individuals and 
groups that are excluded in trends such as ‘New Urbanism’ and the communities 
thus created. 
 
The liberal model centres on the premise that public space is open to all users 
without regard to differences in social class or status. However as Iveson (1998) 
notes, despite much vaunted claims of inclusiveness, a great deal of public 
space is predicated on various forms of exclusion of social groups, such as the 
homeless, the working class and young people, in favour of more ‘deserving’ 
citizens.  
 
The multi-public model celebrates difference and diversity as a public good 
rather than a deficit to be expunged and social relations are not configured on 
the inclusion of some and the exclusion of others but social groups ‘overlap and 
intermingle’ while maintaining a discrete identity and coherence. The strength of 
this model is the tolerance of some if limited difference as opposed to a drive for 
homogeneity and a recognition that a range of ‘publics’ to make use of public 
space exist. A possible weakness in the model lies in the acceptance that power 
is more or less equally distributed within social formations, whereas public space 
is ‘conditioned by powerful interests’ (Crane and Dee 2001) and those who tend 
to be excluded experience this process of marginalisation repeatedly. 
 
Iveson’s (1998) typology is useful in identifying different kinds of public space 
and the broad forms of use which for a number of observers, (Worpole 1996, 
Massey 1994) define public space. The typology also provides for the possibility 
of ‘contested space’ and while a number of contemporary writers (Loader 1996, 
White 1994, Carr 1992) locate the contestation of public space between young 
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people and the community as a critical interface, Worpole (1996) argues that 
urban public space has long been a crucible for tensions of dispute, control and 
social exclusion. As Worpole notes further (citing Sennett), the famed Athenian 
‘agora’ or speaking place was only available to full citizens who formed a mere 
twenty per cent of the population. Foreigners, slaves, women and uneducated 
young people were not permitted to participate in what is held by many (as 
discussed earlier in this section), to be the birthplace of modern representative 
democracy. In a more contemporary vein, much urban public space in the form 
of playing fields and soccer pitches is formally public space in Iveson’s liberal 
model of being open to all, yet according to Massey (1994) a great deal of what 
poses as public space is instead gendered, masculine space.  
 
The idealised imagery of the English village green is critiqued by Greed (1990) 
over its alleged role as the venue for whole community events such as cricket, 
whereby class differences might be set aside or even ameliorated. She argues 
that women are either excluded by long established custom and practice or 
allegedly ‘included’ in terms of providing the after match refreshments. Massey 
(1994) further argues that a range of groups that are formally entitled to use any 
public space may not in practice do so due to feelings of intimidation and 
discomfort. These groups include women, people of age, gay men and women, 
ethnic groups, refugees and people with disabilities. 
 
Young People and Spatial Exclusion 
 
The capacity for the exclusion of young people from public space is considerable 
as Owens (1999) writing on trends in American social planning argues, 
consultation with young people over plans which may impact on them is often 
partial or absent altogether, with other groups and individuals speaking about 
and frequently instead of them. While there are instances of good design 
practice, the tendency remains for some planners of public space developments 
to ‘design out’ young people who are viewed as ‘troublesome’, perhaps by the 
removal of seating areas so that the only seating available has to be ‘paid for’ in 
coffee shops, etc. 
 
This also affects other significant groups such as the aged and those without 
paid employment who have become ‘time rich’, but financially poor (Byrne 1999).  
Young people are more visible as users of public space than almost any other 
group because as Loader (1996) notes, they rarely have the financial means to 
purchase their own individuated, private space and therefore rely on public, 
surveilled space and public transport (also subject to surveillance) to get around. 
 
‘Article 12’, a youth advocacy organisation funded by Save the Children Scotland 
and named after a key provision on rights to participation in the1989 United 
Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child proclaimed by the U.N on 
November 20 1959 (in force in the U.K. in 1991) is active in garnering young 
people’s views on youth specific curfews and other control measures which 
 15 
impact on them. Findings from a recent survey show widespread dissatisfaction 
on the part of many children and young people about how they feel they are 
perceived and treated within their local communities.  Article 12 along with other 
advocacy organisations seeks to promote the case for clear rights to occupy and 
use public space alongside other citizens, as a right within social citizenship as 
opposed to the all too common situation captured by Loader (1996) who argues 
that in staking claims to the legitimate use of public space which ‘collide’ with the 
wishes of other local residents, young people lose out: 
 
Police attention is directed towards young people’s use of public space by 
a whole series of concerns and anxieties. This attention is the product first 
of all, of the fact that young people’s occupancy of public space presents 
a potential, and at times all too real, challenge to the police officer’s ability 
to command and maintain control over his or her ‘patch’. It arises, 
secondly, from local residents’ requests for the police to ‘do something’ 
about the latest groups of boisterous youths to have descended on their 
doorsteps. And finally, it is the product of the fact that, when faced with 
situations in which the claims of young people and local residents collide, 
occupational expediency demands that it is the residents who are 
satisfied; lacking the required cultural capital, young people are the least 
likely of the respective parties to bring a formal complaint (p.136). 
 
Surveillance 
 
The stage of ‘advanced liberalism’ (Rose 2000) within modernity-postmodernity 
requires considerable degrees of self-governance, regulation and surveillance 
whereby the individual is constructed both as a ‘new citizen’ and as a key site of 
self-management. An example of this self-management and surveillance is the 
welfare system in both the U.K. and Australia. Despite the national governments, 
(one ‘new’ labour, one conservative), being of differing political persuasions, 
strikingly similar imperatives around reducing welfare dependency, benefit fraud 
and emphasizing the centrality (wholesomeness) of paid work may be discerned. 
 
In Centrelink unemployment benefits and their ethos of ‘mutual obligation’ a 
panoply of surveillance, self reporting and disciplinary measures, such as 
‘breaching’ is enacted. The completion of ‘dole diaries’ to document the 
jobseekers efforts to obtain employment, (usually a minimum of 10 verifiable 
efforts in a fortnight) are an illustration as the diary may be requested at any 
time, with refusal bringing forth disciplinary action. 
 
The diaries must otherwise be produced by a date decided by the Centrelink 
officer when giving the document to the job seeker and on this appointed date, 
the diary is handed in to the Centrelink office, usually to a general member of 
staff, not the claimants ‘personal adviser’ and if checks made on the veracity of 
entries are satisfactory, the claimant is not applauded for their efforts, but a new 
diary is sent in the mail and benefit payments continue, presumably because the 
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unseen gaze has been satisfied, on this occasion. Alongside this self scrutiny 
and surveillance, the individual is constantly required to report any changes in 
circumstances and all citizens are encouraged to inform on other citizens they 
know or think they know to be defrauding the welfare system in some way. 
Anonymous ‘tip offs’ are given the status of credible evidence and are 
investigated and ‘successes’ defined in terms of terminated claims, repayments 
or prosecutions are celebrated by the Minister responsible as preserving the 
system from miscreants (‘them’), so that the decent taxpaying folk (‘us’), can 
continue to receive payments to which we may be due.  
 
This is but a brief odyssey through a complex and labyrinthine system wherein 
the extent of responsibility for negotiating its paths successfully and lawfully 
which falls on the claimant is considerable and daunting in terms of the penalties 
for failure so to do. The construction of the community of tax-payers is an 
important discourse in suggesting that a commonality exists between such 
disparate interests. Similarly the construction of the ‘othered’ ones particularly in 
the form of the youthful ‘dole bludger’ and ‘teen mum welfare cheat’ form 
significant and sclerotic discourses of exclusion which play a central role in the 
acceptance and ‘normalisation’ of the array of surveillance forms and 
technologies deployed. 
 
Closed Circuit Television-CCTV 
 
It is estimated that there are in excess of one million CCTV cameras currently in 
use in the U.K. (with more on the way) in bus and train stations, telephone 
kiosks, streets and shopping centres. On an average day in any city, a person 
might be filmed by more than 300 cameras from 30 different CCTV networks 
(The Daily Telegraph 13/05/99).  The normalization of surveillance can be seen 
particularly in relation to CCTV over the last ten years. As Lyon (2002) notes, the 
U.K. has the most developed system of both urban and rural public space 
cameras in the world and this growth of camera surveillance has been achieved 
with very little, if any public debate as to their benefits or disbenefits, with the 
Bulger murder case and IRA terrorism pivotal points in their apparent efficacy. 
The emergence of so called ‘Reality T.V.’ in the form of ‘Big Brother’ and an 
assortment of variations on this theme have contributed at least in part to the 
normalization and even, popularity of camera surveillance, whether CCTV, or 
‘web-cams’ which permit surveillance and dissemination via the internet of the 
most intimate of human actions. Giving birth on the internet is now popular 
according to Groombridge (2002), with the British ‘glamour’ model Jordan, doing 
so on a pay-per-view basis. The use of acted CCTV images posing as ‘real’ 
footage of events in police dramas is also discernable in recent episodes shown 
on the ABC of The Bill, Pie in the Sky and Wire in the Blood, where images of 
car number plates, crowd scenes and street crime present an apparent slice of 
grainy reality as the hallmark of the CCTV evidential image. 
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The acceptance of a range of surveillance cameras overseeing public and 
private space, traffic conditions and city centres, suggests that it is now a 
seemingly ‘natural’ and more or less normal feature of urban and increasingly, 
rural life to the extent that Graham (1998) argues, it has become the ‘fifth utility’ 
merging with the urban landscape in a similar way to the utility infrastructures of 
previous centuries. Increasingly as Graham and Marvin (2001) note, new urban 
housing and commercial developments are designed with unobstructed lines of 
sight to facilitate the operation of CCTV cameras already incorporated into the 
building plan. For the domestic market it is now possible to install CCTV 
surveillance to ‘guard’ one’s house and grounds with the option to view the 
cameras from monitors in the house and for remote monitoring also, for a fee, by 
a private security company. 
 
A component in the acceptance of camera surveillance apart from the sheer 
number and range already installed is the much vaunted role they are alleged to 
play in reducing crime. Groombridge (2002) points to the over celebration of 
CCTV successes which can undermine the contribution of appropriate policing 
methods and information provided by members of the public towards the 
resolution of a case. The U.K. Home Office, itself a major purchaser of CCTV 
systems for town centre surveillance operations issued guidance (Home Office 
1994) against the uncritical installation of CCTV systems stressing the cost 
effective contribution that improved street lighting and design improvements can 
make to better community safety and crime reduction. At roughly the same time 
as issuing this guidance, Norris and Armstrong (1999) note that eighty per cent 
of the crime prevention budget was being spent on camera supply and 
installation without any formal system of evaluation. It is estimated that 600 
million pounds was spent this way in 1999 and that monitoring costs alone would 
be 100 million pounds annually by 2000, according to Baldrey and Painter 
(1998), while Norris and Armstrong (1999) estimate that up to17 million hours of 
CCTV footage are generated every week. 
 
The lack of critical evaluation (of CCTV) is being challenged by the work of Ditton 
(1999) and Norris and Armstrong (1999) but as this comment from Ian 
Greenwood, Leader of Bradford Council, Yorkshire in 1998, puts it, CCTV as a 
crime reduction and community safety tool funded by local councils is here to 
stay ‘There will be no evaluation, we are committed to CCTV; there will be 
money spent on it; it is popular with working people’ (Bradford Telegraph and 
Argus, 01/12/98:4). 
 
This is an important division drawn between ‘working people’ and the category of 
the ‘others’, not mentioned such as those who are not in employment and the 
propensity of CCTV surveillance to act as a lens of discrimination is suggested in 
this comment from a local councillor in Newcastle (U.K.) on the case for a CCTV 
system on the West End estate (KDIS Online 21/12/99): 
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It’s to do with the kind of community you have here. You have a problem 
of loose families. Single mothers, men who drift around. There is a 
dislocation from normal expectations, from normal manners, if you like, a 
breakdown of basic rules and social codes. What do you do with working-
class men who no longer have any possibility of a job and no means of 
earning self respect? They are too poor, and too poorly educated to take 
collective responsibility for their own problems. To some extent, I 
suppose, the cameras are a form of containment. 
 
This observation is full of value assumptions which cannot detain us here, but 
the work of Norris and Armstrong (1999:154) in 592 hours of monitoring at three 
varied sites in the U.K. noted that the young, the male and the black, were 
systematically targeted, not because of their involvement in crime or disorder, 
but for ‘no obvious reason’. Forty per cent were targeted on the basis of 
‘belonging to a particular or subcultural group’, with black people being more 
than twice as likely to be surveilled than others, and for longer time periods. Most 
of this surveillance targeting is based on little more than the camera operator’s 
‘normative ecology’, or value based assumptions as to who the ‘usual suspects’ 
are or should be, for example those persons considered to be ‘out of time and 
out of place’, while persons in uniform were completely exempt from targeting, 
possibly being acknowledged by the camera operator as ‘one of us’. Another 
feature noted by Groombridge (2002:32) was the amount of male on male 
violence reported to police, while violence to women from men they were with 
was not.  As he suggests ‘even if surveillance systems are all seeing they are not 
all knowing’. Norris and Armstrong make the following comment about the usual 
subjects of surveillance: 
 
The gaze of the cameras does not fall equally on all users of the street but 
on those who are stereotypically predefined as potentially deviant, or 
through appearance and demeanour, are singled out by operators as 
unrespectable. In this way youth, particularly those already socially and 
economically marginal, may be subject to even greater levels of 
authoritative intervention and official stigmatisation, and rather than 
contributing to social justice through the reduction of victimisation, CCTV 
will merely become a tool of injustice through the amplification of 
differential and discriminatory policing (p.279). 
 
The security industry maintains that CCTV is not ‘Big Brother’ in the sense of 
Orwell’s ‘1984’ scenario, but instead a ‘Big Friend’ watching out for people using 
public space, to protect them from nefarious individuals (the poor and desperate) 
out to get them. The assertion that cameras are there to protect people provides 
a further basis for their assumed effectiveness and normalization, but given the 
proclivities of camera operators and the expense of real time monitoring, there is 
the possibility that the camera on which one may rely in a car park or underpass 
may not be monitored in real time. As a recent report by NACRO (The National 
Association for the Care and Resettlement of Offenders 2002), suggests, CCTV 
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has a place within a broad and variegated crime reduction and community safety 
strategy, but warns against over-investment in camera technology at the 
expense of more durable and less costly measures such as better street lighting 
and more visible policing of all areas, which are likely to be more effective in 
promoting personal safety than relying on cameras if ‘big friend’ is not watching 
tonight. The report also cautions councils to be sceptical about security industry 
claims of effectiveness given the high cost of camera systems and their 
continual, expensive upgrading for example into facial recognition systems and 
network interfacing. 
 
This last point raises issues for commentators, for increasingly through upgrades 
and developments, publicly funded traffic, surveillance and security CCTV 
systems and private camera systems can be enabled to network if and when 
required. 
 
While the creation of compatible surveillance databases which quietly indulge in 
algorithmic data matching exchanges may not overtly seem to threaten 
democracy, for Norris and Armstrong (1999) accountability and oversight are key 
if still underdeveloped processes ‘democratic institutions are not assured, they 
can and have been captured by totalitarian regimes of both the left and right’ 
(p.173). Further, Geraghty (1998) argues ‘the only criterion which distinguishes a 
modern traffic control system from the apparatus of political control is democratic 
accountability’ (p.17). The question of democratic accountability is vexed and as 
Taylor (2002) notes forms a dialectic between changes in behaviour patterns and 
rapid developments in surveillance technology which may result in new 
regulations and protocols and technological apparatus to circumvent or largely 
negate them. 
 
In this way data protection and privacy measures enacted in a number of 
countries are likely to be only partially successful in the face of surveillance 
equipment that can transmit images and information at a speed that can subvert 
most regulation before the democratic assessment process can come into play. 
The data might already be downloaded to remote servers possibly in several 
countries, with differing regulatory and oversight frameworks. The use of 
electronic audit programs, themselves a form of surveillance, to give a detailed 
account of the operational use of CCTV cameras in terms of zoom, tilt and pan 
actions and the limiting of camera function and facilities to only what is strictly 
necessary for the surveillance setting is according to Taylor (2002) one instance 
of accountability that would permit the watchers to be effectively watched and 
also provide a democratically constituted oversight model for other surveillance 
modes.  
 
A substantial antecedence stretching back to the beginning of urbanisation, of 
the contestation of public space in cities is noted by Graham and Marvin 
(2001:45) who suggest that the complex transformations taking place in the last 
fifteen years or so are leading to ‘instrumental quasi-public spaces geared 
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overwhelmingly to conspicuous consumption and paid recreation by those who 
can afford it’, but those who cannot afford such conspicuous consumption are 
subsumed in the category of those who ‘do not belong’ in these places and are 
subject to forms of surveillance and spatial exclusion. They note further that the 
actions of public and private police and security personnel impact particularly on 
young people in Britain, on the poor in Brazil, on the homeless in America, while 
Berlin has designated thirty ‘dangerous zones’ wherein police have extensive 
new powers of search and eviction. However, they also caution against 
pessimism as places where welfare states persist and the original fabric of urban 
streets survive ‘manage to maintain relatively open and socially democratic 
public spaces’ despite the threat of greater commercialisation. 
 
It is this rich if uneven, and in places, contradictory seam which provides much of 
the impetus and source material for this paper to consider the nature of public 
space, the emergence of hybrid and quasi forms of public space over which 
security forces and local regulations gaze and the position of young people as 
citizen users of and key if unacknowledged stakeholders in public space.  
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Children, young people and their social and spatial citizenship rights. 
 
 
The use of public space by children and young people is a major issue in a 
number of countries and a range of measures are deployed to control public 
space which usually deny the rights of children and young people to claim the 
space. 
Child and youth curfews, oppressive camera surveillance and the unwarranted 
attentions of police and private security personnel undermine attempts to secure 
greater participation by children and young people in constructing positive 
strategies to address concerns that impact on them and others in local places. 
This paper discusses these and other questions with reference to the author's 
ongoing PhD work. 
 
 
 
